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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
10/02/2008 has been entered. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement filed 02/26/2008 fails to comply with 37 
CFR 1 .98(a)(2), which requires a legible copy of each cited foreign patent document; 
each non-patent literature publication or that portion which caused it to be listed; and all 
other information or that portion which caused it to be listed. It has been placed in the 
application file, but the information referred to therein has not been considered. 

The designated reference numbers cannot locate the foreign documents. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 10/02/2008 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

On page 18, Applicant argues that Ohno does not show or suggest generating a 
plurality of solutions to a tuner conflict. In response, the Examiner respectfully 
disagrees. In Ohno, a network of TV broadcast receiving apparatuses, each of which 
includes a tuner shown in Fig. 1 is disclosed (Fig. 5). Each of these TV broadcast 
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receiving apparatuses is referred to by Ohno simply as a tuner, e.g., "self-tuner" and 
"remote tuners". The self-tuner and the remote tuners have basically identical 
components, except for the tuner units, each of which could have slightly or different 
bandwidth characteristics (see [0044]). Although referred to as self-tuner, this self-tuner 
could be a remote tuner because all tuners have the same processing as described 
([0064]). In Ohno, processing in case of a tuner conflict is described with respect to the 
self-tuner. It is understood that this is also applied to other tuners in the network. Having 
said that, the Examiner interprets a tuner conflict, in its broadest meaning, to comprise 
all recording, programming, or bandwidth conflicts occurring at a tuner node . 

So in [0071]-[0080], Ohno describes a situation where channels 1-4 are 
multiplexed on RF1 and channels 5-8 are multiplexed on RF2 and the self-tuner is busy 
with channels 1 and 2 while its user likes to switch to channel 5 multiplexed on RF2 for 
recording. In this case, the self-tuner analyzes some management data to get a remote 
tuner, which can be tuned to receive that channel 5 program data to transfer the data to 
the self-tuner to be recorded. The description corresponds to one solution. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that, according to the teachings of 
Ohno, now if the self-tuner is still busy with channels 1 and 2 and the user wants to 
record channel 6, which is multiplexed on RF2. The same process will take place. And 
the self-tuner, depending on the status of the network and the status of each of the 
tuner node, can get a different remote tuner to receive and transfer the data. And that 
corresponds to another solution. The same process can be repeated to yield different 
solutions depending on the status of the network and the tuner nodes. 
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For that reason, the Examiner believes Ohno discloses "generating a plurality of 
solutions to the tuner conflict" depending on user's inputs at the nodes and the status of 
the network at the time. 

However, since the feature has been amended to be "generate a plurality of 
solutions to the tuner conflict without further action by a user," a new ground of rejection 
will be applied regarding to this newly amended feature. 

On page, 18, Applicant argues that Ismail does not disclose the feature of "each 
of plurality of solutions corresponding to a storage schedule that comprises a subset of 
the shows in the maintained list." In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

The claims recite, "generate a plurality of solutions to the tuner conflict without 
further action by a user, each solution corresponding to a storage schedule that 
comprises a subset of the shows in the maintained list." The combination of Ohno and 
Ismail discloses this feature as follows. 

First of all, in [0054] and Fig. 2, Ismail discloses a recording manager that 
maintains a list of all programs at X, or within time period X, to be recorded in 
accordance with the ratings, which assign priorities to each program. The programs 
having the highest rating are given highest preference for recordation and the programs 
having lowest rating are given lowest preference for recordation . Depending on a 
chosen preference, a particular order of recordation is established and indeed is a 
solution that includes a subset of the shows. For example, also in [0054], Ismail states, 
"recordation is subject to storage capacity constraints. Specifically, if the highest rated 
program is one-hour long, and only thirty minutes of recording space is available on 
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storage devices, then the one-hour program is skipped and the highest rated thirty- 
minute program is recorded. ". That description illustrates a solution of storage when at 
least two of the shows are scheduled for storage on the storage device at the same 
time. 

In other words, for example, given program A and program B to be recorded at 
the same time X, according to the teachings of Ismail, there are at least four solutions: 
(1) record program A first then record program B, or (2) record program B first then 
record program A, or (3) record only A, or (4) record only B. 

Depending on some conditions, one solution is selected as follows. If there is no 
storage constraint, either solution (1 ) or solution (2) is selected depending on the 
preference ratings of the two programs. If there is storage constraint that only one 
program can be recorded, then if program A has higher preference ratings and fits into 
the storage constraint, select solution (3). If program A has higher preference ratings 
but does not fit into the storage constraint, then select solution (4). 

On page 18, Applicant also argues that, these "are parts of the same single 
solution." 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Parts of the same single 
solution must be performed in series or sequentially to achieve a goal. For example, to 
record program A, first program A must be inputted. It is then transferred to a buffer of 
disk drive. Finally, the data are read out from the buffer and recorded onto the surface 
of the disk. Those are parts of the same solution to the problem of recording program A 
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onto a disk. Because they are parts of the same solution, if the solution is selected, all 
of these steps must be performed in that order. 

In contrast, each of multiple solutions to the same problem gives an alternative 
path of proceeding. And only one path is selected to be performed according to some 
criteria. The teachings of Ismail absolutely fall into this category. 

The scenarios described by Ismail above also illustrate the solutions are 
generated without action by a user . 

For that reason, Ismail clearly discloses the features of "maintaining a list of 
shows when at least two of the shows are scheduled for storage on the storage device 
at the same time" and "each of plurality of solutions corresponding to a storage 
schedule that comprises a subset of the shows in the maintained list." 

On page 19, regarding new claims 67-69, Applicant argues that Ohno does not 
suggests "initiating the storage of shows using another available tuner in a network of 
tuners." In response the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In [0078], Ohno discloses 
initiating another available tuner in a network of tuners to receive the program data and 
transfer it to the self-tuner. The program data are processed and finally recorded as 
described in [0079]. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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Claims 34-69 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ohno et al. (US 2001/0028782) and Ismail et al. (US 2003/0118323). 

Regarding claim 34, Ohno et al. disclose a video recorder (Fig. 1 ; Fig. 5) 
configured to schedule the storage of shows ([0071]), the video recorder comprising: at 
least one television tuner that is in a network of tuners (Fig. 1 ; Fig. 5; [0030]; [0044]), the 
at least one television tuner being configured to receive a plurality of shows ([0071]); a 
storage device coupled to the at least one television tuner, the storage device being 
configured to store a plurality of the received shows ("Storage 1 1 0" of Fig. 1 ; [0040]; 
[0071]); and a conflict manager configured to: maintain a plurality of shows that are 
scheduled for storage on the storage device using the at least one tuner ([0071]); 
determine that there is a tuner conflict based on the maintained shows ([0074]); 
determine the availability of at least one other tuner in the network of tuners ([0076]; 
[0078]); generating a solution to the tuner conflict without further action by a user 
([0071]-[0080]); and initiate the storage of the show according to storage schedule 
corresponding to one of the plurality of solutions using the at least one other tuner in the 
network of tuners ([0079]). 

However, Ohno et al. do not disclose maintaining a list of shows, in which at least 
two of the shows are scheduled for storage on the storage device using the at least one 
tuner at the same time, and each solution corresponding to a storage schedule that 
comprises a subset of the shows in the maintained list. 

Ismail et al. disclose maintaining a list of shows, in which at least two of the 
shows are scheduled for storage on the storage device using the at least one tuner at 
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the same time ([0054]; [0055]; Fig. 2; also see "Response to Arguments" above); and 
each of plurality of solutions without further action by a user corresponding to a storage 
schedule that comprises a subset of the shows in the maintained list ([0054]; [0055]; 
and Fig. 2; also see "Response to Arguments" above). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have 
been motivated to incorporate the show list disclosed by Ismail into the video recorder 
disclosed by Ohno to give users flexibility on recording of programs. For example, the 
list of programs to be recorded can be automatically collected using user's preference 
data or by users' requests or using storage capacity constraints. The incorporated 
feature would make the video recorder more robust and well adaptive to users' taste 
and network environments. 

Regarding claim 35, Ohno et al. also disclose the conflict manager is further 
configured to determine an availability of at least one other tuner in the network of 
tuners by querying the network for another available tuner ([0074]-[0078]). 

Regarding claim 36, Ismail et al. also disclose receiving a request to store a 
further show to the storage device ([0055]) and assigning a priority to the further show 
([0055]). 

Regarding claim 37, Ismail et al. also disclose evaluating the plurality of solutions 
by comparing the assigned priority of the further show to priorities associated with the 
shows in the plurality of solutions ([0054]; [0055]). 
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Regarding claim 38, Ismail et al. also disclose eliminating at least one solution if 
each of the shows in the storage schedule corresponding to the at least one solution 
has a lower priority than the priority assigned to the further show ([0054]; [0055]). 

Regarding claim 39, Ismail et al. also disclose cancelling the recording of each of 
the shows in the storage schedule corresponding to the at least one eliminated solution 
([0054]; [0055]). 

Regarding claim 40, Ismail et al. also disclose providing the user with the 
opportunity to cancel at least one show from one of the plurality of solutions ([0054]; 
[0055]). 

Regarding claim 41 , Ismail et al. also disclose searching through an interactive 
program guide to determine if one of the shows in the maintained list is available to 
record at a later time ([0019]; [0026]; [0038]). 

Regarding claim 42, Ismail et al. also disclose rescheduling the recording of the 
program to the later time based on the determination ([0019]; [0026]). 

Claim 43 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 34 above. 

Claim 44 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 35 above. 

Claim 45 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 36 above. 

Claim 46 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 37 above. 

Claim 47 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 38 above. 

Claim 48 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 39 above. 

Claim 49 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 40 above. 
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Regarding claim 50, Ismail et al. also disclose the priority associated with one 
show in the maintained list of shows is established by comparing the length of the one 
show to each of the other shows in the maintained list ([0054]). 

Regarding claim 51 , Ismail et al. also disclose the priority associated with one 
show in the maintained list of shows is established based on whether the show was 
scheduled for recording manually or automatically ([0055]). 

Regarding claim 52, Ismail et al. also disclose determining if there is a conflict 
between a plurality of series ([0019]; [0054]). 

Regarding claim 53, Ismail et al. also disclose eliminating at least one solution if 
at least one show in the storage schedule corresponding to the at least one solution is 
part of the series and is a repeat ([0019]). 

Regarding claim 54, Ismail et al. also disclose the priority associated with one 
show in the maintained list of shows is established based on whether the one show is 
currently being recorded to the storage device ([0054]; [0055]; it is noted that, according 
to the teaching of Ismail et al., the show currently being recorded has the highest 
priority). 

Claim 55 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 34 above. 
Claim 56 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 35 above. 
Claim 57 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 36 above. 
Claim 58 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 37 above. 
Claim 59 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 38 above. 
Claim 60 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 39 above. 
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Claim 61 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 40 above. 

Claim 62 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 50 above. 

Claim 63 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 51 above. 

Claim 64 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 52 above. 

Claim 65 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 53 above. 

Claim 66 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 54 above. 

Regarding claim 67, Ohno et al. also disclose the conflict manager is further 
configured to initiate the storage of shows using the at least one other tuner in the 
network of tuners according to the storage schedule ([0078]; [0079]). 

Claim 68 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 67 above. 

Claim 69 is rejected for the same reason as discussed in claim 67 above. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hung Q. Dang whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1116. The examiner can normally be reached on IFT. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, THAI Q. TRAN can be reached on 571-272-7382. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Hung Q Dang/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2621 



/Thai Tran/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2621 



